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I.

JURISDICTION

This Court has jurisdiction over this appeal pursuant to Utah Code Section
78A-4-103(2)U).

II.
A.

ISSUES PRESENT FOR REVIEW

ISSUE# 1 Was the construction of an extension of Judy

Martin's deck (the "Deck Extension) in the Common Area a violation of the
Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions For Four Lakes
Village At Park Meadows (the CC&Rs")?
Standard of Review
The interpretation of the CC&Rs is a question of law to be determined by
the appellate court.

B.

ISSUE # 2 Did the trial court err in denying Appellants motion
~

for summary judgment?
Standard of Review
On review of a summary judgment motion the appellate court considers the
evidence in the light most favorable to the opposing party and affirms only where
it appears that there in no genuine dispute as to any of the material issues of fact
and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Thane v. Beneficial

Utah, Inc. 87 4 P .2d 120, 124 (Utah 1979).
4t
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C.

ISSUE # 3 Did the court err in granting Appellee Four Lakes

vJ)

Village Homeowners Association's counter motion for summary judgment?
Standard of Review
Same as 2 above.

D.

Issue# 4

Did the court err in granting Appellee Judy Martin's

motion for summary judgment?
Standard of Review
Same as 2 above.
v;

E.

Issue #5

Did the court err in granting Appellee Four Lakes

Village Home Owners Association's motion for the award of attorneys' fees?
Standard of Review
The trial court made her decision on the basis of her interpretation of the
vj

CC&Rs. The interpretation of the CC&Rs is a question of law to be determined by
the appellate court.

III.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This is the second time that Appellants, their neighbor Appellee Judy Martin
("Judy Martin") and Appellee Four Lakes Village Homeowners Association (the
"Association") have come before this court with requests that the court review trial
court decisions with respect to construction of changes to their respective units.
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In 2009 the Appellants, without contacting either Judy Martin or the
Association, installed landscape lighting consisting of four covered lights (the "tiki
lights") in the Common Area around their deck and two spotlights (the
"spotlights") on the rear wall of their unit lighting trees behind their unit. After
Judy Martin complained to the Association about of the Appellants' actions the
Association ordered the Appellants to move the tiki lights from the Common Area
to their deck because they constituted an obstruction of the Common Area and to
remove the spotlights because Judy Martin objected to their use. (CT: 263). The
Appellants moved the tiki lights to their deck, but contested the Association's
requirement that any change to the exterior of unit required the consent of the
neighboring owners. The trial court affirmed the decision of the Association and
ordered the removal of the spotlights. This court in a Memorandum Decision,

Rapoport v. Four Lakes Village Homeowners Association, Inc. 2013 UT App 78
(2013) affirmed the decision of the trial court. A copy of the decision is included in
the Clerk's Transcript at pages 423-438.
In 2015 Judy !vlartin without contacting either the Appellants or the
Association commenced the construction of the Deck Extension into the Common
Area between her unit and the Appellants' unit. (CT: 231-232). When the
Appellants saw the construction they complained to the Association. They pointed
out to the Association that the Deck Extension was a prohibited obstruction of the

3
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Common Area under Section 5.06 of the CC&Rs (CT: 209) and that the alteration
of the exterior of the Martin unit required their consent that they refused to give.
The Appellants requested the Association to order Judy Martin to remove the Deck
Extension from the Common Area. Instead the Association approved the
construction of the Deck Extension. (CT: 293-296).
'9

When the Association authorized Judy Martin to complete the Deck
Extension the Appellants filed this action to require removal of the Deck
Extension. The trial court held that the Association had the right to approve the
Deck Extension and the Appellants filed the appeal now pending before this court.
A.

Obstruction of the Common Area

Four Lakes Village and the Association are governed by the "CC&Rs.
Section 3.05 of the CC&Rs entitled "Ownership of Common Areas"
provides in part: "The undivided interest in the Common Areas is appurtenant to
each lot in the Project. ... Except as otherwise provided in this declaration, any
owner shall be entitled to nonexclusive use of the Common Areas (other than
Limited Common Areas) in any manner that does not hinder or encroach upon the
rights of other Owners and is not contrary to any rules and regulations promulgated
by the Association." (CT: 209).
Section 5.06 provides: "There shall be no obstruction of the Common Areas
by any Owner. Owners shall neither store nor leave any of their property in the

4
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Common Areas, except with the prior written consent of the Association." (CT:
210).
Prior to the action of the Association in the matter before the court the
Association has consistently held that it did not have the power to authorize the
obstruction of the Common Area by any owner.
About August 2000 William (Bud) Keye and his wife Susan owned the unit
at 2758 Estates Drive. They requested that the Association approve the
construction of an extension of a bedroom into the Common Area between the
main building and the garage because due to a neurological condition Susan would
no longer be able to climb the stairs to an upstairs bedroom. The Architectural
Review Committee was prepared to recommend approval by the Association
because the extension would make their unit similar in appearance to units later
built along Estates Drive. (CT: 230). However, the Association denied approval
on the ground that the construction would alter the footprint of the building and the
Keyes would then have exclusive use of the Common Area. Testimony of William
vc",.,.
rrT,
n .. ) "' \ '-'

.i.

7.:;;\
, .J J•

About June 2005 another owner of a unit with a detached garage requested
approval to enclose the space between the garage and the main building. The
members of the board of the Association, including John Brubaker, denied the
request. The minutes of the meeting stated: "Because the proposal would have

5
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required the exclusive use of the 'common space' by an individual homeowner, the
Association felt that it did not have authority." (CT: 216-217).
The Appellants installed their tiki lights in the Common Area alongside
shrubs surrounding their deck about one foot to eighteen inches from the deck.
The Association demanded that the lights be removed from the Common Area and
installed on the deck. The Appellants requested the Association to reconsider this
decision. The president of the Association, Dale Clark, e·xplained the board's
decision to deny the request. "We understand your position regarding the
usefulness of moving the tiki lights only a few feet. However, we do not want to
approve any permanent structure, including lighting, installed on the Common
Areas of the village. The board plans to review other instances of unapproved
structures on the Common Area and take action where appropriate." (CT: 263).
B.

Required Consent of Adjoining Owner

When the Appellants requested approval of the spotlights lighting the trees
behind their unit Dale Clark, the president of the Association, advised them in his
email dated January 24, 2009 "Failure to get approval of any of the neighbors will
result in the request being denied." (CT: 262).
In affirming the judgment of the trial cou11 ordering the Appellants to
remove the spotlights this court stated: "In rendering its decision the District Court
found that the Association has consistently considered the input of neighbors when

6
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an owner seeks to obtain its prior written consent to any additions or alterations to
~

the exterior of a unit." Rapoport v. Four lakes Village Homeowners Association

2013 UT App, supra, page 11. This court also stated: "The Appellants ignore,
however, the portion of section 3.05 that provides that an owner may not use a
common area in a manner that hinders or encroaches upon the rights of other
Owners. While this language does not explicitly establish a requirement to seek
neighbor approval, it does seem to support the requirement of the HOA's lighting
guidelines, which provides among other things, that as in all other exterior changes
the approval of adjacent neighbors must be obtained before an owner may install
and use lighting fixtures in the Common areas. This neighbor approval provision
of the lighting guidelines seems to be a reasonable adaptation of the Declaration's
requirement that one owners use of the common area not hinder or encroach
another owner's use of the common area because it establishes that a legitimate
consideration for the HOA is how that use may affect a neighbor's use and
enjoyment of the common area." Rapoport v. Four Lakes Village Homeowners

C.

The Flow Chart

At the trial of the Appellants' prior action against the Association with
respect to their landscape lighting the Association introduced into evidence a flow
chart to illustrate the application of the foregoing rules. (CT: 24). Paragraph 11 of
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the Appellants First Amended Complaint alleged that the flow chart described the
procedure for review by the Association of requests for approval of alterations of
the exterior of a unit. (CT: 150). In its answer the Association admitted that the
flow chart was created by a former board member for the purpose of illustrating
the review process, and had been introduced into evidence in the prior action. (CT:
172).
Restrictive covenants that run with the land and encumber subdivision lots
form a contract between subdivision property owners as a whole and individual lot
owners; therefore interpretation of the covenants is governed by the same rules of
construction as those used to interpret contracts. Swenson v. Erickson 998 P. 2d
807, 811 (Utah 2000). Where an agreement's repeated occasions for performance
by either party with knowledge of the nature of performance and opportunity for
~

objection by the other, any course of performance accepted or acquiesced without
objection is given great weight in the interpretation of the agreement. Restatement

vj

Contracts 2d Section 202 comment (4).
IV.
A.

ISSUES

The trial court erred in denying the Appellants' Motion for

Summary Judgment.

On review of a summary judgment motion the appellate court considers the
iJ

evidence in the light most favorable to the opposing party and affirms only where
8
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it appears that there is no genuine dispute as to any of the material issues of fact
(tj

and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Thane v. Beneficial

Utah, Inc. 87 4 P .2d 120, 124 (Utah 1979).
The Appellants' Motion for Summary Judgments set forth three statements
of undisputed facts. (CT: 201-207). The Association responded with respect to
Appellants' statement in The Association's Combined (I) Cross Motion for
Summary Judgment; And (2) Memorandum Opposing Plaintiffs' Motion For
Summary Judgment at (CT: 275-277). The statements are:
1.

Defendant Judy Martin Extended her deck (the "Deck

Extension") into the Common Area as defined in the CC&Rs.
Not disputed.
2.

The Architectural Control Committee (the "ARC") did not have

the power to and did not authorize the Deck Extension.
Not disputed, but the Association claimed that it was immaterial because of
the later decision to approve the Deck Extension by the board.
3.

The Deck Extension violates Section 5.06 of the CC&Rs ,,.,hich

provides that "there shall be no obstruction of the Common Areas by any Owner."
The Board did not have the power to ratify the decision of John Brubaker nor to
authorize the Deck Extension.
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The Association admitted the facts set forth by Appellants, but denied that
the board did not have the power to authorize the Deck Extension. The
Association also claimed that the Deck Extension did not constitute an obstruction.
(CT: 280).
According to the Association an obstruction is "something that blocks
something else and makes it difficult to move through." (CT:280). The Deck
Extension clearly meets this definition. The Deck Extension is described in the
drawing that Judy Martin submitted in order to obtain a building permit. (CT: 13 ).
The Deck Extension covers an area of approximately 204 square feet and is topped
on three sides with built in benches. 1 The deck is classified as Limited Common
Area access to which is restricted for the exclusive use of the Owner under section
3.05 of the CC&Rs.

1

In geometry the two borders of a right triangle that intersect with each other in a
right angle are called the sides. The third border is called the hypotenuse. The
Deck Extension is in the form of a truncated right triangle. If we extend the two
sides of the Deck Extension to complete the right triangle the drawing shows the
sides to be 26.67 feet and 16. 75 feet. The formula for determining the area is one
half the product of multiplying the two sides together. This yields an area of
223 .36125 square feet. From this we must deduct the area not included in the
Deck Extension. This is also a right triangle whose sides are both 6.167 feet in
length resulting in an area of 19.0159. Consequently the area of the deck extension
is approximately 204 square feet.
10
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B.

The trial court erred in granting the Association's counter motion

for summary judgment.

The Association's statement of material facts is set forth in numbered
paragraphs at (CT: 270-275). The Appellants disputed some of the facts and
served a Declaration of Richard N. Rapoport In Opposition to the Association's
Cross Motion For Summary Judgment to which he attached various documents.
This declaration does not appear in the Clerk's Transcript. However, The
Association's Reply Memorandum In Support of its Cross-Motion for Summary
Judgment (CT: 440-450) is included and the response lists the six items that were
disputed by the Appellants. The response shows that the Appellants disputed the
following statements:
14. The board prepared and adopted an authorization for the ARC to approve
changes to the exterior of units.
25. That a similar deck project had been approved in the past.
The response also acknowledges that the minutes of a meeting of the board

·n
l 1 094
.1

.I./

r.it
'U
\.

the t;me
LJ.J.J.

n,h.on
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V.&J.

~

changes to the exterior of a unit would not be approved if a neighbor objected.
Attached to Mr. Rapoport's declaration was an excerpt of Judy Martin's testimony
regarding the requirement of neighbor's approval of changes to the exterior of a
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unit from the clerk's transcript of the trial in Rapoport v. Four Lakes Village

Homeowners Association, supra.
C.

The board of trustees of the Association does not have the right to

~

approve the construction of improvements that obstruct the Common Area.
The Association asserts that the board does have this right and the trial court
agreed and on that basis granted the Association's request for summary judgment
and denied the Appellants' request for summary judgment making this
vJ

determination the paramount issue between the Appellants and the Association.
(RT: 21-22)
The following sections of the CC&Rs cited by the parties that need to be

vj

examined with respect to this issue.
1.05 "Common Areas" shall mean all physical portions of the Project,
vJ

except the Lots.
3.05 Ownership of the Common Areas. The undivided interest in the
Common Areas appurtenant to each lot in the Project shall be as set forth in
Exhibit A attached hereto and by this reference made a pai1 hereof. Except as
otherwise provided in this declaration, the percentages appurtenant to each lot as
shown in Exhibit A shall have a permanent character and shall not be altered
without the unanimous consent of all Owners expressed in an amendment to this

VJ;)

declaration duly recorded. Except as otherwise provided in this declaration any
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Owner shall be entitled to nonexclusive use of the Common Areas ( other than
Limited Common Areas) in any manner that does not hinder or encroach upon the
rights other Owners and is not contrary to any rules and regulations promulgated
by the Association. Except as otherwise provided in this Declaration, any Owner
shall have the exclusive right to use and enjoy any Limited Common Areas that
may be designated for exclusive use by such Owner.
4.04 Association's Right to Use Common Areas. The Association shall
have an easement to make such use of the Common Areas as may be necessary or
convenient to perform its duties and functions that it is obligated to or permitted to
perform pursuant to this Declaration, including without limitation the right to
construct and maintain in the Common Areas ( other than Limited Common Areas)
facilities for use by Owners generally or by the Association and its agents
exclusively.
5.05 No Structural Alterations. No Owner shall, without prior written
consent of the Association, make or permit any structural alteration, addition or
improvement, or addition to his lot or the Common Areas. No Owner shall install
any windows in the main living area of his lot any window covering other than
window coverings approved by the Association. No Owner shall, without the prior
written consent of the Association, do any act that would impair the structural
soundness or integrity of, or alter the exterior appearance of, the Buildings or the
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~

safety of property or impair any easement or hereditament appurtenant to the
Project.
5.06 No Obstructions. There shall be no obstruction of the Common Areas
by any Owner. Owners shall neither store nor leave any of their property in the
Common Areas, except with the prior written consent of the Association.
7.01 Common Areas. Subject to the rights and duties of the Owners as set
forth in this Declaration, and subject to the provisions of Section 3.05 hereof, the
Association shall be responsible for the exclusive management and control of the
Common Areas and improvements thereon (including the Common Facilities), and
shall keep the same in good, clean, attractive, safe, and sanitary condition, order
~

and repair. The Association shall be responsible for the maintenance and repair of
the exterior of the Buildings and grounds, including without limitation painting,
repair and replacement of exterior trim and roofs, the maintenance of landscape,
walkways and driveways. The Association shall also be responsible for
maintenance, repair and replacement of common areas within buildings, including,
without limitation, hallways, elevators, utility lines, and Common Facilities,
improvements and other items located within or used in connection with the
Common Areas. The specification of duties of the Association shall not be
construed to limit its duties with respect to other common areas, as set forth in the
first sentence of this section. All goods and services procured by the Association
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~

in performing its responsibilities under this section shall be paid from the Common
G1t

Expense Fund.
7.05 Rules and Regulations. The Association may make reasonable rules
and regulations governing the use of the lots, Common Areas, and Limited
Common Areas, which shall be consistent with the rights and duties established in
this Declaration. The Association may take judicial action against any Owner to
enforce compliance with such rules and regulations or obligations of Owners
arising hereunder, or to obtain damages for compliance therewith, as permitted by
law. In the event of such judicial action, the Association shall be entitled to
recover its costs, including reasonable attorneys' fees, from the offending Owner.
7.06 Granting Easements. The Association may, without the votes or
consent of the Owners or any other person, grant or create, on such terms as it
deems advisable, utility and similar easements and rights-of-way over, under,
across and through the common areas.
In her ruling the court stated that she believed that the board was authorized
to allow improvements or alterations that may even be deemed to be an obstruction
to the common areas under the language of 5.06, 5.05 in particular, and then also
7.01 (RT: 21-22). Prior to dealing with these sections we need to consider another
relevant provision of the CC&Rs.
411,
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Section 3 .05 provides that each of the Owners of lots in the subdivision also
owns an undivided interest in the Common Areas and that such interests are
appurtenant to his or her lot. This section further provides that any Owner shall be
entitled to nonexclusive use of the Common Areas in any manner that does not
hinder or encroach upon the rights of other Owners. Consequently the Appellants
vJ

own an interest in the Common Area upon which Judy Martin has encroached by
the construction of the Deck Extension. While ownership of this particular portion
of the Common Areas may not be of importance to other Owners, it is very
important to the Appellants because it separates their unit from that of Judy Martin
and provides a space over which they formerly had an unrestricted view of the

~

lake.
The trial court did not consider that portion of Section 7.01 that provides that

vJ

the control of the Common Areas is subject to the rights and duties of the
Owners as set forth in the Declaration and specifically is subject to their rights

v;J

under Section 3.05. The board is not entitled to grant exclusive possession of any

portion of the Common Areas to one Owner.
The first sentence of Section 5 .06 is very clear. There shall be no
\[jy

obstruction of the Common Areas by any Owner. This has been consistently
interpreted to mean that no permanent structure shall be permitted in the Common
Areas, including the Appellants' tiki lights (CT: 263) and Judy Martin's Deck
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Extension. This absolute prohibition is not modified by the second sentence of the
section. This sentence deals with temporary use of the Common Areas by Owners
for their personal property. The intent of the sentence is clear. The board can
permit temporary storage of a boat in an Owner's driveway or the placing of lawn
furniture on the grass around a unit.
Section 5.05 does not support the Association's argument. It is a restriction
on the actions of an Owner. It does not grant a right. The Association's counsel
assumes that the Common Area includes only the land around the Owner's
building. In fact the Common Areas include the entire exterior of each Owner's
unit. It was on this basis that the Association required the Association's consent
for the installation of the spotlights over their deck that in turn required Judy
Martin's consent. (CT: 262).

D.

The trial court erred in granting the Association's request to

recover its attorneys' fees.
Section 14.02 of the CC&Rs grants an Owner the right to bring an action
against an Owner who violates the provisions of the CC&Rs. The Appeiiants
chose to bring this action against Judy Martin and not the Association. They
joined the Association only when required by the trial court.
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The Appellants then amended their complaint to add a cause of action
against the Association. The Second Cause of Action incorporated paragraphs from
the first cause of action and added two allegations:
"2. The Deck Extension constructed by Judy Martin in the Common
Area was a violation of the CC&Rs."
"3. Plaintiffs are entitled to a declaration against the Association that
the Deck Extension was a violation of the CC&Rs."
In their prayer for relief they requested "a declaratory judgment against the
~

Association that the construction of the Deck Extension was a violation of the
CC&Rs." (CT: 152-153)
The Association claims that it is entitled to attorneys' fees under Section
7.05 of the CC&Rs. That section provides in part:
"The Association may take judicial action to enforce compliance with such
rules and regulations or other obligations of the Owners arising hereunder, or to
obtain damages for noncompliance therewith, as permitted by law. In the event of
such judicial action, the Association shall be entitled to recover its costs,

including reasonable attorneys' fees, from the offending Owner (Emphasis Added).
The section makes it clear that the Association must take "judicial action"
and that such action must be for the purpose of enforcing the obligations of an
Owner under either rules and regulations or the CC&Rs. That is not what occurred
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in this matter. The Association contested the Appellants' interpretation of the
~

CC&Rs. There was no attempt by the Association to enforce any obligation of the
Appellants.
The decision of this court in Rapoport v. Four Lakes Village Home Owners

4it.i

Association. supra does not support the Association's position. In that case the
Association was enforcing Section 5.05 of the CC&Rs that requires an owner to
obtain the Association's prior written consent before making any additions to the
Common Area. The Appellants' spotlights were in the Common Area on the
exterior of their unit and the Association ordered their removal. The Appellants
brought the action contesting the Association's authority to order removal because
they had not obtained Judy Ma11in' s consent. This court held that judicial action
included the filing of an answer and defending the case. That case clearly involved
the Association's judicial action to enforce the CC&Rs and the requirement to
obtain neighbors consent.
This court should take this opportunity to reconsider its prior interpretation

(IL

of Section 7 .05 of the CC&Rs.
In Rapoport v. Four Lakes Village Homeowners Association, supra, page 14
this court held that the filing of an answer to a complaint constituted "judicial
action." This appears to be an incorrect interpretation of the entire phase, "take
judicial action to enforce compliance with." Defending an action is not a judicial
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action to enforce compliance. In such cases the Association can file a
counterclaim to enforce compliance and obtain reimbursement of fees.
Holding that the defense of an action is such "judicial action" defeats the
purpose of the distinction between Section 7.05 where if the Association is granted
attorneys' fees to enforce the CC&Rs and Section 14.02 where an Owner is not
awarded attorneys' fees if he brings an action against the Association. The intent
is clear that the drafter of the CC&Rs did not want to encourage actions by an
Owner against other Owners or the Association. The broad interpretation of
"judicial action" in combination with Utah Section 76B-5-826 would result in an
Owner being entitled to attorneys' fees in the event of an action against the
Association.
E.
vi

The trial court erred in granting Judy Martin's motion for

summary judgment.

For the reasons stated above the Association did not have the right to permit
Judy Martin to extend her deck into the Common Area. In addition to their claim
that the Deck Extension was a violation of the CC&Rs Appellants alleged that
Judy Martin's was required to obtain their consent to the Deck Extension as
required by the Association's rules. (CT: 148-151 ).
Judy Martin did not state any undisputed facts on this issue in her motion for
summary judgment, nor did she state any such undisputed facts when this omission
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was pointed out in the Appellants' memorandum in opposition. (CT: 407-412).
The Reporter's Transcript does not reveal any explanation being offered to the
court by Judy Martin nor does it contain any ruling by the court of her motion.
Consequently there was no basis for the trial court's judgment granting her motion.

V.

THE FAILURE OF JUDY MARTIN AND JOHN BRUBAKER TO
FOLLOW THE REQUIRED PROCEDURE AND TO REQUEST THE
PRIOR APPROVAL OF THE BOARD WAS DELIBERATE.
The request for approval of the Deck Extension was addressed both John

Brubaker and Dale Clark and was received by Mr. Brubaker on September 23,
2014. (CT: 412). The drawing that Judy Martin needed to obtain a building permit
was dated March 2015, almost six months later. (CT: 13). There is no record of
when the construction started, but it was still underway when it was temporarily
halted by order of the board until July 2015. (CT: 293-296). More than six months
elapsed between the receipt of the request and the commencement of construction.
Neither Mr. Brubaker nor Judy Martin ever requested the Appellants'
consent.
Dale Clark did not approve the Deck Extension. He did not receive a copy
of the request until after he returned to Park City after construction had
commenced. (CT: 238-239). Mr. Clark was on record that no permanent structures
would be permitted in the Common Areas. (CT: 263)
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The president of the Association in her letter to the owners dated July 31,
2012 outlined the proper procedure for submitting requests for changes in their
units and requested the Owners to follow this procedure. (CT: 224). At the August
~

2012 annual meeting of the Owners John Brubaker reminded the Owners about the
importance of submitting a request to the board for any proposed changes to their
unit and the proper procedure to be followed. (CT: 226). Yet neither Judy Martin
nor John Brubaker submitted the request for board approval until the Appellants
made their objections.
In attempting to justify the board's approval of the Deck Extension
Appellant's counsel makes no mention of the fact that both Sections 5.05 and 5.06
require the prior written consent of the board.
It seems clear that the failure to notify Dale Clark of the proposal, the failure
to request the consent of the Appellants and the failure to request prior approval of
the Association's board were deliberate. Judy Martin and John Brubaker realized
that if the matter came to the attention of the board before the Deck Extension was
constructed, that the board would likely have denied the request based on past
precedent.
VI.

CONCLUSION

The Appellants request that this court reverse the judgment of the trial court
granting the Association's motion for summary judgment, denying the Appellants'
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motion for summary judgment, granting attorneys' fees to the Association and
granting Judy Martin's motion for summary judgment. The Appellants request
that this court order the trial court to grant the Appellants' motion for summary
judgment declaring that the Deck Extension was a violation of the CC&Rs.
Respectfully submitted.

Isl

Isl
Richard N. Rapoport

Jean A. Rapoport
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No Addendum is necessary under Rule 24 (a)11 of the Utah Rules
of Appellate Procedure.
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